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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
10/23/2007 has been entered. 

2. Claims 1-28, 30-34 have been canceled. 

3. Claims 29 and 35-58 are pending. 

Response to Amendments 

4. The objection of claim 45 and 46 has been withdrawn due to the amendment. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are moot in ground of 
new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

6. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 
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7. Claims 49-58 are rejected under U.S.C. 101 as the claimed invention is related to 
non-statutory subject matter. A computer readable medium comprising a tangible 
medium embodied with an embedded computer program, as defined in the specification 
as a magnetic, optical, electromagnetic, infrared medium..., or an optical fiber, an 
electrical connection having one or more wire, or paper medium (p. 19, [0068], these 
are tangible and capable of transporting computer codes), is non-statutory subject 
matter. 

8. It is suggested that the applicant amend the claims to read: "a computer storage 
medium having stored thereon computer program codes that when executed by a 
computer cause the computer to perform," etc. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 39-42, 48-52, and 58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dinkin (US 2005/0050150) in view of Goldman (US 2003/0233418). 
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11. For claim 39, Dinkin discloses a method for providing electronic messaging, 
comprising: 

providing a plurality of detection approaches for detecting undesired email 
messages (fig. 6, 8 spam filters); and 

providing access to each of the detection approaches from a single graphical 
interface control (fig. 6, control 8 spam filters on an interface), the single graphical user 
interface control enabling the user to activate and deactivate each of the plurality of 
detection mechanisms independently of one another in order to provide a desired level 
of protection from undesired electronic messages ([0122], activate or deactivate one or 
more filters independently). 

Dinkin does not explicitly disclose wherein the plurality of detection mechanisms 
comprise at least three different detection mechanisms used to detect undesired 
electronic messages. 

However, Goldman discloses wherein the plurality of detection mechanisms 
comprise at least three different detection mechanisms used to detect undesired 
electronic messages ([0039], filter module 24 filters out unsolicited e-mails by 
referencing sender's addresses, fig. 4, 3 schemes of authorizing sender's e-mails). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Dinkin and Goldman to implement at least three 
spam detection mechanisms on a single interface of Dinkin to provide the user with a 
many choices to enhance his/her own spam filter. 
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12. For claims 40, Dinkin-Goldman discloses the invention as in claim 39. Dinkin- 
Goldman further discloses the plurality of detection mechanisms include a mechanism 
that detects an email message if the sender of the email message is not on a list of 
senders authorized by the user (Goldman, fig. 4, unconfirmed category includes any 
sender's address that has not been categorized as authorized, [0044] lines 19-23). 

1 3. For claims 41 , Dinkin-Goldman discloses the invention as in claim 39. Dinkin- 
Goldman further discloses the plurality of detection mechanisms include a mechanism 
that detects an email message if the sender of the email is on a list of unauthorized 
senders (Goldman, fig. 4, unauthorized category, [0052] lines 1-8). 

14. For claims 42, Dinkin-Goldman discloses the invention as in claim 39. Dinkin- 
Goldman further discloses the plurality of detection mechanisms include a mechanism 
that detects an email message if the email message contains a textual content string 
that is on a list of unauthorized textual content strings (Goldman, [0006] lines 1-10). 

1 5. Claims 49-52 are rejected for the same rationale given in claims 39-52 
respectively. 

1 6. For claims 48 and 58, Dinkin-Goldman further discloses the email client displays 
a particular undesired email message in a particular manner that is representative of the 
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particular detection mechanism that detected the particular undesired email message 
(Goldman, [0050], lines 19-26). 

17. Claims 29, 35, 38, 43-45, 53-55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dinkin, Goldman, and further in view of Gordon et al. (US 6,732,157, 
hereafter Gordon). 

18. For claim 29, Dinkin discloses an email filtering system comprising: 

an electronic messaging client for viewing electronic messages addressed to a 
user, the electronic messaging client having a single graphical user interface control to 
provide, to the user, options for configuring each of a plurality of detection mechanisms 
that detect undesired electronic messages from incoming electronic messages retrieved 
for the user (fig. 6, a single user interface to configure a plurality of filters for spam 
filtering), 

the single graphical user interface control enabling the user to activate and 
deactivate each of the plurality of detection mechanisms independently of one another 
in order to provide a desired level of protection from undesired electronic messages 
([0122], activate or deactivate one or more filters independently) 

wherein the plurality of detection mechanisms comprise at least three different 
detection mechanisms used to detect undesired electronic messages (fig. 6, 8 spam 
filters). 

Dinkin does not explicitly disclose: 
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wherein the plurality of detection mechanisms include first, second, and third detection 
mechanisms; 

However, Goldman discloses: 

wherein the plurality of detection mechanisms include: 

a first detection mechanism that detects an email message if the sender of the 
email message is not on a list of senders authorized by the user (fig. 4, unconfirmed 
sender list, [0044] lines 19-23); 

a second detection mechanism that detects an email message if the sender of 
the email is on a list of unauthorized senders (fig. 4, unauthorized sender list, [0052] 
lines 1-8); 

a third detection mechanism that detects an email message if the email message 
contains a textual content string that is on a list of unauthorized textual content string 
([0006] lines 1-10); and 

Dinkin-Goldman does not disclose a fourth detection mechanism; 
However, Gordon discloses: 

a fourth detection mechanism that is configured to analyze the overall content of 
previous email messages that have been detected; compare the content of an email 
message to the overall content and assign a score reflective of a level of similarity for 
the email message; and detect the email message if the score is higher than a 
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designated score (col. 11, lines 16-32, Bayes filtering identifies words and/or groups of 
words representing spam in the content of the e-mail and determine a probability-a 
score of how likely the e-mail is a unwanted one, and compare the score with a user- 
defined threshold to filter the e-mail as unwanted). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Dinkin, Goldman and Gordon to implement at 
least three spam detection mechanisms on a single interface of Dinkin to provide the 
user with a many choices to enhance his/her own spam filter. 

1 9. For claims 38, Dinkin-Goldman-Gordon further discloses the email client displays 
a particular undesired email message in a particular manner that is representative of the 
particular detection mechanism that detected the particular undesired email message 
(Goldman, [0050], lines 19-26). 

20. For claims 43 and 53, Dinkin-Goldman discloses the invention substantially as 
claimed as described in claims 29 and 39, but fails to disclose the plurality of detection 
approaches include a approach that is configured to analyze the overall content of 
previous email messages that have been detected; and detect an email message if the 
content of the message is similar to the overall content of the previous messages. 

However, in the same art of undesired e-mail filtering, Gordon discloses the 
plurality of detection approaches include a approach that is configured to analyze the 
overall content of previous email messages that have been detected; and detect an 
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email message if the content of the message is similar to the overall content of the 
previous messages (col. 10, lines 53-61, col. 11 lines 16-23). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Dinkin-Goldman and Gordon in order to filter 
undesired e-mails more effectively by using a combination of undesired e-mail filtering 
methods (authorized, unauthorized, text-based filtering etc., Gordon, col. 1 lines 53-56). 

21 . For claims 44 and 54, Dinkin-Goldman further discloses the plurality of detection 
mechanisms include: 

■ a first detection mechanism that detects an email message if the sender of the 
email message is not on a list of senders authorized by the user (Goldman, fig. 4, 
unconfirmed category includes any sender's address that has not been 
categorized as authorized, [0044] lines 19-23); 

■ a second detection mechanism that detects an email message if the sender of 
the email is on a list of unauthorized senders (Goldman, fig. 4, unauthorized 
category, [0052] lines 1-8); 

• a third detection mechanism that detects an email message if the email message 
contains a textual content string that is on a list of unauthorized textual content 
string (Goldman, [0006] lines 1-10); and 

Dinkin-Goldman does not disclose a forth detection mechanism. 

However, Gordon discloses: 
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■ a fourth detection mechanism that is configured to analyze the overall content of 
previous email messages that have been detected; compare the content of an 
email message to the overall content and assign a score reflective of a level of 
similarity for the email message; and detect the email message if the score is 
higher than a designated score (col. 11, lines 16-32, Bayes filtering identifies 
words and/or groups of words representing spam in the content of the e-mail and 
determine a probability-a score of how likely the e-mail is a unwanted one, and 
compare the score with a user-defined threshold to filter the e-mail as unwanted). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Dinkin-Goldman and Gordon in order to filter 
undesired e-mails more effectively by using a combination of undesired e-mail filtering 
methods (authorized, unauthorized, text-based filtering etc., Gordon, col. 1 lines 53-56). 

22. For claim 35, in addition to the rejection of claim 29, Dinkin-Goldman-Gordon 
further disclose the single graphical interface comprises: 

■ a first interface mechanism to access the first detection mechanism (Goldman, 
[0041] lines 10-12, accessing and manipulating filtering information is activating 
detection mechanism); 

■ a second interface mechanism to activate an interface to edit the list of senders 
authorized by the user (Goldman, [0045] lines 18-21 , Gordon col. 9 lines 1-7); 

■ a third interface mechanism to activate the second detection mechanism 
(Goldman, [0041] lines 10-12); 
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■ a fourth interface mechanism to activate an interface to edit the list of senders 
not authorized by the user (Goldman, [0045] lines 18-21, Gordon, col. 9 lines 1- 

7); 

■ a fifth interface mechanism to access the third detection mechanism (Goldman, 
[0041] lines 10-12); 

■ a sixth interface mechanism to activate an interface to edit the list of 
unauthorized textual content strings (Goldman, [0006] lines 1-10); 

■ a seventh interface mechanism to access the fourth detection mechanism 
(Goldman, [0041] lines 10-12), and 

■ an eighth interface mechanism to adjust the designated score (Gordon, col. 12, 
lines 23-26, the threshold is defined by sliding an icon). 

• Dinkin-Goldman-Gordon also discloses activating detection mechanisms (Dinkin, 
[0122], user can activate or deactivate each option button to select various levels 
of spam email filtering) 

23. Claims 45 and 55 are rejected for the same rationale as claim 35. 

24. Claims 36, 37, 46, 47, 56, and 57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dinkin-Goldman-Gordon as applied to claims 35, 45, 55 above, 
further in view of Gross et al. (US 6,782,510, hereafter Gross) 
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25. For claim 36, in addition to the rejection of claim 35, Dinkin-Goldman-Gordon 
further discloses a variety of visual mechanisms to represent the categorization of the 
sender. However, Dinkin-Goldman-Gordon does not explicitly disclose the interface to 
edit the list of unauthorized textual content strings is configured to display a list of the 
detected textual content strings in particular undesired email message that was 
detected by the third detection mechanism, the interface to edit the list of unauthorized 
textual content strings further configured to substitute different textual strings for the 
detected textual content strings. 

In the same field of endeavor comprising electronic document word checking, 
Gross discloses the interface to edit the list of unauthorized textual content strings is 
configured to display a list of the detected textual content strings in particular undesired 
email message that was detected by the third detection mechanism (col. 8 lines 10-19, 
fig. 2 items 235 and 240, an alert is given to the user if there is a word that was 
predefined by the user as inappropriate (by using highlighting the words or other visual, 
audible warning or both)), the interface to edit the list of unauthorized textual content 
strings further configured to substitute different textual strings for the detected textual 
content strings (fig. 2 item 245, col. 8 lines 23-34). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Dinkin-Goldman-Gordon with the teachings of 
Gross in order to provide the user with more functionality as to reduce the potential 
offensive words or sensitive words by substituting these words with words that have the 
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same meaning but less offensive while maintaining appropriateness of the meaning of 
the word (Gross, col. 8 lines 29-31). 

26. For claim 37, Gross further discloses the interface to edit the list of unauthorized 
textual content strings is configured to display a particular undesired email message 
with the detected textual content strings in the particular undesired email message 
highlighted so that the user may select a particular highlighted detected textual content 
string (col. 8 lines 10-19, fig. 2 items 235 and 240, an alert is given to the user if there is 
a word that was predefined by the user as inappropriate (by using highlighting the words 
or other visual, audible warning or both)), the interface to edit the list of unauthorized 
textual content strings being configured to remove the particular highlighted detected 
textual content string from the unauthorized list of textual content strings (col. 8 lines 25- 
44, the user can change the status field of the word to make it no more inappropriate in 
subsequent checks; in other words, the user can remove the word that he/she thinks 
appropriate from the inappropriate word list, fig. 2 items 250, 255). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Goldman, Gordon, and Kosco with the teachings 
of Gross in order to provide the user with more functionality as to reduce the potential 
offensive words or sensitive words by substituting these words with words that have the 
same meaning but less offensive while maintaining appropriateness of the meaning of 
the word (Gross, col. 8 lines 29-31). 
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27. Claim 46 and 56 are rejected for the same rationale as in claim 36. 

28. Claim 47 and 57 are rejected for the same rationale as in claim 37. 

Conclusion 

29. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hieu T. Hoang whose telephone number is 571-270- 
1253. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday, 8 a.m.-5 p.m., 
EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on 571-272-3913. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571,^272-1 
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